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Response to Comment S7-9
The EIR/EIS process is designed to identify, to the extent possible, the
potential impacts of the Project as well as appropriate and feasible
mitigation measures. We note that the Implementation Agreement for
the HCP is expected to limit liability for unforeseen circumstances
pursuant to the "No Surprises Rule" implementing Section 10 of the
federal ESA. It is anticipated that the IID Board will evaluate the risks
and costs of the Project before  committing to proceed and that farmers
will evaluate the advantages and disadvantages in the voluntary on-
farm program before deciding to participate.

Response to Comment S7-10
The proposal by the IBWC to divert 15 KAF of Mexico's water allotment
to Tijuana using the Colorado River Aqueduct relates to emergency
situations (e.g., when there are outages in Mexico's system).
Reclamation first entered into a contract for temporary emergency
delivery of a portion of the Mexican Treaty Waters in the vicinity of the
City of Tijuana, Mexico in 1972. The water is diverted through the
Colorado River Aqueduct and through other facilities operated by
California water agencies. Since 1972, water has been delivered to
Mexico through the Colorado River Aqueduct as part of these
emergency operations in 10 different years, in amounts as small as 240
AF and as large as 10,358 AF. Because of the intermittent nature of the
project and the variable amounts of water involved, it is difficult, if not
speculative, to estimate the cumulative impacts.

In addition, Section 3.2, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR/EIS does
discuss the impacts to species not carrying special designations and
assesses the significance of these impacts relative to the significance
thresholds provided in the document. Additionally, a habitat-based
approach is used to address impacts to fish and wildlife species, and
the mitigation measures identified would also reduce impacts to other
non-listed species occupying the same habitats.



5-165

Response to Comment S7-11
Reclamation's analysis indicates that the overall changes in Colorado River flows caused by the Proposed Project would be small (a decrease in median annual water levels of 0.4 foot),
which falls within the historic fluctuation of water levels for the area. Your comment about use of Colorado River water for creating, enhancing and restoring aquatic, riparian and wetland
habitat is currently being addressed through the Multi-Species Conservation Program (MSCP) on the Lower Colorado River. Arizona Game and Fish Department is an active member of
the MSCP.

The intent of the MSCP is to create, enhance, and restore aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitat within the floodplain of the Lower Colorado River. The MSCP intends to acquire a
secure source of water as legally required by applicable law to accomplish the stated intent of the program.

Response to Comment S7-12
See Response to Comment S7-11.

Response to Comment S7-13
While there is no disagreement that a significant drop in groundwater would affect survival of established cottonwoods and willows and reduce habitat suitability, the reality is that the
approximate 4.5 inches projected would occur over a period of 15 to 20 years. This, in a practical sense, would be a long enough duration for even the most shallow-rooted cottonwood
or willow to follow. Indeed, when one looks at the cottonwood's and willow's method of becoming established naturally by seeding on newly exposed saturated substrate, the seedlings
themselves have to be able to follow declining groundwater far more than 4.5 inches in the first season.
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Response to Comment S7-14
The Proposed Action would result in only a small decrease in river flow.
Given implementation of the full transfer, the water surface elevation
associated with the average annual Parker Dam release would
decrease a maximum of 0.4 feet in the reach between Parker and
Imperial Dams, over more than a 20 year period. Recreational facilities,
such as launch ramps, would not be adversely impacted, nor would
boating safety. Impacts to sport fisheries and angler access are
expected to be negligible. Impacts to waterfowl hunting are not
considered substantial because only small areas would be affected,
resulting in subtle habitat changes that would not adversely affect
recreational opportunities.

Response to Comment S7-15
The evaluation of impacts to biological resources along the Lower
Colorado River uses a habitat-based approach. Effects to different
habitat types are quantified and effects to wildlife using these habitats
are inferred from changes in habitat. While the southwestern willow
flycatcher was a specific focus of the evaluation, other special-status
species also were considered (see Impacts BR-5, -6 and -7). The
analysis assumed that if the underlying habitat was adequately
protected or mitigated for the most sensitive species (i.e., special-status
species), it would be adequately protected or mitigated for less habitat-
sensitive species. Table 3.2-34 in the Draft EIR/EIS presents the
primary association and use of vegetation communities by selected
wildlife species in the study area, showing that several species' habitat
association overlaps sufficiently with that of the willow flycatcher.
Impact BR-5 lists the other special-status species similarly affected by
the potential loss of cottonwood-willow habitat.

Habitat-based approaches are commonly used to evaluate impacts for
NEPA/CEQA evaluations. A more detailed species-specific analysis (as
opposed to a habitat-based approach) is not necessary to reach
meaningful conclusions regarding the potential impacts of the Proposed
Project on biological resources along the Lower Colorado River.
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Response to Comment S7-16
It would be expected that impacts to mesquite bosques would be slight or immeasurable due to the slight groundwater decline. Mesquite, especially, have been documented to follow
groundwater decline in excess of 100 feet. We agree on the value of mesquite bosques and that loss of that type of habitat should be mitigated if it occurs.

Response to Comment S7-17
See Response to Comment S7-15.

Response to Comment S7-18
We agree with your statement about the marsh and backwater habitats. However, the definition of a backwater that was used in the analysis was off channel open water with the
associated emergent vegetation. The 44 acres of mitigation will have all of the components of the open water and associated emergent vegetation, and will be designed to have the
parameters required for razorback sucker.
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Response to Comment S7-19
Based on the significance criteria set forth in the Draft EIR/EIS, the
Proposed Project would not affect land use in Arizona because the
Proposed Project would not physically divide an established community
in Arizona, conflict with an adopted land use plan by changing land use
designations in Arizona, or conflict with an HCP or natural community
conservation plan in Arizona.

Response to Comment S7-20
The Proposed Action would result in only a small decrease in river flow.
Given implementation of the full transfer, the water surface elevation
associated with the average annual Parker Dam release would
decrease a maximum of 0.4 feet in the reach between Parker and
Imperial Dams, over more than a 20 year period. Recreational facilities,
such as launch ramps, would not be adversely impacted, nor would
boating safety. Impacts to sport fisheries and angler access are
expected to be negligible. Impacts to waterfowl hunting are not
considered substantial because only small areas would be affected,
resulting in subtle habitat changes that would not adversely affect
recreational opportunities.

Response to Comment S7-21
The EIR/EIS incorporates by reference Reclamation's analysis of LCR
impacts from the IA EIS. We believe the IA EIS is the best forum for
incorporating comments from AGFD because of its focus on the LCR.
Reclamation initiated consultation with FWS for the IA in February
2001, and provided funding to FWS for mitigation recommendations
under the FWCA. The Lead Agency remains open to any comments
that AGFD may have regarding mitigation recommendations for effects
on the Colorado River, which you believe may not be addressed by the
biological conservation measures adopted by Reclamation. FWS has
provided their FWCA recommendations in the form of a comment letter
on the draft IA EIS.
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Letter - S8. California Health and Human Services
Agency Department of Health Services. Signatory

- Michelle M. Brown.

Response to Comment S8-1
Comment noted.
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Letter - S9. California Department of Food and
Drug. Signatory - Steve  Shaffer.

Response to Comment S9-1
Comment noted. Responses to the specific comments made in your
letter regarding these issues are provided.

Response to Comment S9-2
Refer to Table S9-2 for data on Imperial County crop acreage as a
percentage of California totals for the year 2000.

The quantity and priority of water rights held by IID are discussed in
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The socioeconomic
impacts of the Project, assuming the maximum amount of affected
acreage, are presented in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

The specific conservation methods to be implemented under the
Proposed Project have not been determined. As noted in the Draft
EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.3.1, the conservation program could include a
potentially broad and varying range of conservation measures to
provide maximum flexibility to the IID Board to adopt the program to
changing circumstances, methods, and participants over the lengthy
Project term. From the standpoint of socioeconomic impact estimation,
the important factor is the total reduction in planted and harvested
acreage, and the location where the reduction occurs within the IID
water service area is not relevant. (Impacts to agriculture as a result of
non-rotational fallowing may vary depending upon the status of fallowed
land as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. These
impacts are described in the Agriculture Resources section of the Draft
EIR/EIS, Section 3.5.) For modeling purposes, it was assumed that if
fallowing is implemented, there would be reductions in the harvested
acreage of the full complement of non-permanent crops historically
grown. Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS for additional information on this assumption. The
socioeconomic impacts of fallowing different crop groups are also
presented in this Master Response.

From an agricultural resource viewpoint, the worst-case impact would
be from non-rotational fallowing, which could result in significant,
adverse impacts to agricultural resources as described in Section 3.5 of
the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S9-2 (continued)

Table S9-2
Imperial County Acreage as Percentage of State Total Acreage by Crop Type

Imperial County State Total Imperial County as
Crop Name                            Acreage                          Acreage                 Percentage of State Total

Asparagus Unspecified 5,575 33,121 17
Broccoli Fresh Market 11,349 89,415 13
Cabbage Head 908 9,971 9
Carrots Fresh Market 7,420 9,986 74
Carrots Processing 11,130 13,574 82
Cauliflower Fresh Market 3,943 29,580 13
Corn Sweet All 5,921 25,676 23
Cotton Lint Unspecified 9,295 108,696 9
Cottonseed 9,295 23,306 40
Dates 1,013 6,508 16
Field Crops Seed Misc. 932 25,072 4
Field Crops Unspecified 13,799 185,582 7
Fruits and Nuts Unspecified 519 37,479 1
Grapefruit All 951 15,476 6
Hay Alfalfa 182,451 1,352,068 13
Hay Other Unspecified 42,059 205,552 20
Hay Sudan 55,045 77,540 71
Lemons All 2,605 50,256 5
Lettuce Head 14,766 122,787 12
Lettuce Leaf 7,688 75,910 10
Melons Cantaloupe 12,421 58,117 21
Melons Honeydew 2,293 16,670 14
Melons Watermelon 1,254 11,658 11
Onions 10,962 46,445 24
Oranges Valencia 515 71,235 1
Pasture Irrigated 144,500 1,035,161 14
Potatoes Irish All 2,109 42,062 5
Salad Greens Nec. 616 8,304 7
Seed Alfalfa 26,462 60,641 44
Seed Bermuda Grass 29,383 30,498 96
Seed Other (No Flowers) 20,975 29,046 72
Seed Veg and Vinecrop 3,812 31,913 12
Sugar Beets 31,475 97,974 32
Tangerines & Mandarins 356 6,399 6
Tomatoes Fresh Market 547 38,650 1
Tomatoes Processing 316 297,631 0
Vegetables Unspecified 4,332 136,532 3
Wheat All                                       55,504                           577,624                       10             

Source: California County Agricultural Commissioners Data, Year 2000
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